This paper explores the extent to which temporary Mexican migrants upgrade their skills while working in the United States. The vast majority of the migration that we observe is undertaken without documents. In contrast to Lacuesta (2006), we find that labor market performance in Mexico is positively related to one's accumulated migration experience in the United States. Self-selection of high-skilled individuals into migration does not drive this result. We also investigate the possible mechanisms by which migration experience might improve earnings in Mexico. We find support for the notion that migration experience improves labor market outcomes by improving occupation specific skills rather than by inducing higher rates of occupational mobility or entrepreneurship.
Introduction
A large and growing literature explores the benefits of out-migration for migrant-sending countries. In this paper, we investigate one of the possible channels by which developing countries may gain from out-migration. Many migrants eventually return to their home countries, and they may return with extra skills acquired through contact with the workers, capital, and technology of a foreign country. We investigate the extent of skill-upgrading by using a sample of Mexican workers with and without experience as workers in the United States. We control for the possible endogeneity of both the migration and return decisions.
In addition, we also test for the plausibility of some potential mechanisms by which migration experience might affect success in the Mexican labor market.
Much of the literature on the benefits of out-migration for developing countries focuses on the role of remittances in raising standards of living for non-migrants and directly financing investment in physical and human capital.
1 New studies also highlight other channels by which migration can benefit sending countries. As Docquier and Rapoport (forthcoming) discuss in a recent review of the literature on skilled migration, the possibility of future migration to a country with higher returns to human capital may induce natives of the sending country to invest more heavily in education, raising the local stock of human capital.
Additionally, skilled individuals may become employed in the relatively more productive
Research and Development sectors of receiving countries, producing and disseminating technology which may benefit the source country.
However, if migration is temporary, there exist additional linkages between out-migration and development. Migrants working in a developed receiving country may come into contact with more advanced production technologies, or they may work with more highly skilled workers. Such interactions may allow workers to upgrade their skills and earn higher wages upon returning to their home countries. Indeed, Dustmann and Weiss (2007) and Borjas and Bratsberg (1996) consider models of temporary migration in which skill upgrading may be an important motivation for return migration. As Dos Santos and Postel-Vinay (2003) argue, this effect of temporary migration may help to expand a source country's human capital stock and increase its rate of economic growth.
The existing empirical studies of temporary migration and skill-upgrading focus primarily on the European experience. De Coulon and Piracha (2005) analyze data from Albanian workers and find that the return migrants in their sample are negatively selected on the basis of pre-migration earnings, but experience a wage premium as a result of temporary migration. Iara (2006) also finds evidence of a wage premium using data from workers in Central and Eastern Europe. Iara's results indicate that workers with some migration experience in Western Europe earn approximately one-third more than they would had they never migrated. Using Hungarian data, Co et al. (2000) conclude that time spent abroad improves the labor market performance of female migrants, but not the performance of male migrants.
While the high volume of recent intra-European migration certainly justifies the attention paid to temporary migration and skill upgrading in Europe, relatively little research assesses the skill upgrading hypothesis in the context of Mexican migration to the United States.
Beginning with the Bracero guestworker program , Mexico-US migration has been distinguished by a high propensity for return migration (Massey et al., 2003) . Although much has been written on the development impact of migrants' remittances in Mexico 2 , the possibility of skill upgrading on the part of return migrants has received relatively little attention. Using data from the 2000 Mexican census, Lacuesta (2006) finds that migrants tend to earn about 7-10 percent higher wages than non-migrants upon returning. However, he attributes much of this to the selectivity of migrants and not to any skills that migrants may have acquired in the United States. Lacuesta's results indicate that the gap between the Mexican wages of return migrants and non-migrants does not appear to increase as the length-of-stay in the United States increases. These results stand in contrast to those of Zahniser (1999) . Using data from the Mexican Migrant Project (MMP), Zahniser does find evidence that time spent in the United States increases the earnings of migrants who return to Mexico. However, Zahniser uses an earlier, more limited release of the MMP data.
In this paper, we re-examine the extent of skill upgrading in the Mexico-US case using income data on migrants and non-migrants from the Mexican Migrant Project. We exploit the rich life histories of household heads collected by the MMP to construct a measurement of migration experience over the course of a household head's entire observed lifetime. We estimate a sample selection model that uses shocks to labor markets in the United States as instruments for endogenous measures of migration experience. We find that the accumulation of migration experience in the United States is associated with significantly higher earnings in Mexico, and that selection does not drive this finding. We contend that the continuous measurement of lifetime migration experience permitted by the MMP data more accurately tracks lifetime migration behavior than other data, and that this may explain the differences between our findings and those in other studies.
We also try to determine which mechanisms explain the positive effect of migration experience on earnings. Some studies, such as Dustmann and Kirchkamp (2002) , suggest that temporary migration may increase the earnings of return migrants by financing entrepreneurial activity or enabling occupational change. We find that these channels play a minor role in explaining the Mexican migration premium. However, we do find that migrants tend to gain the most from U.S. experience when their occupations abroad match their occupations in Mexico, suggesting that that time spent abroad might help directly to 4 upgrade skills. We also find suggestive evidence that the labor market return to legal migration experience may be higher than that of illegal migration experience, although the lack of additional instruments prevents us from estimating a sample selection model in which these are treated as separate endogenous regressors.
The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 describes the MMP data and provides some descriptive statistics from the sample used in this study. Section 3 describes the empirical model and discusses our instruments. Section 4 presents estimation results, and Section 5 explores the possible mechanisms that might explain the return to migration experience.
Data and Descriptive Statistics
The data collected by the MMP present researchers with the unique opportunity to observe earnings for particular individuals along with detailed migration histories. Each year, the MMP selects a group of Mexican communities and surveys a random sample of the households in each location. After surveying a particular community in Mexico, the MMP also attempts to locate individuals from that community who are currently residing in the United States, forming a sample that includes non-migrants, migrants who have returned to Mexico, and migrants who are still in the US. The MMP survey collects demographic and economic data on households and individuals, with a particular emphasis on migration experience. The survey also requests a detailed, self-reported life history from household heads recording some economic, demographic, and migration variables for every year in their lives. These life histories record whether or not an individual migrated in a given year, how many months an individual spent in the U.S., and what documents, if any, were used to migrate. The MMP data permit us to construct a direct measurement of Mexican labor market experience, rather than approximating it using age and education. Table 1 indicates that these non-returning migrants appear to be younger than the other groups with an average age that is a little more than four years less than than the average in the entire Mexican sample. The average educational attainment of this group is quite close to the average for the Mexican sample, but marriage appears to be slightly less common among non-returning migrants, perhaps reflecting a decision to wait until one returns to Mexico to settle down and marry. The most noteworthy difference between non-return migrants and other groups is that the non-return migrants have significantly less Mexican labor market experience, with an average of about 10 years as opposed to an average near 24 years for the entire Mexican sample. Two factors help explain this difference. First, the non-returning migrants have much more migration experience in the US (an average of about 11.3 years as opposed to 3.3 years for return migrants). Presumably the combination of relative youth and this greater migration experience has limited their opportunities to acquire labor market 7 experience in Mexico.
Empirical Model and Estimation Strategy
To test whether or not migration experience is associated with skill acquisition, we measure the return to accumulated migration in a standard human capital production function similar to that of Mincer (1974) . We can imagine simply augmenting a familiar log earnings equation to include a vector of variables, M i , measuring individual i's accumulated migration experience up until the time of the survey. Such a model would take the form:
Where than others, while they also receive higher draws of ε i , and thus experience higher earnings.
If this is the case, then OLS estimates of β m will be biased upwards.
A second potential problem related to the OLS estimation of Equation 1 
where we observe
unobserved otherwise.
Here X i , and C i are as defined above, and z i is a vector consisting of extra regressors affecting both lifetime migration experience and one's location during the survey year. Equations 3 and 4 are linear, reduced-form approximations of a more complicated stochastic process determining an individual's location at the time of the survey, S i , and an individual's accumulated migration experience, M i . We will discuss the dynamic process approximated by these equations later in our discussion of instruments.
Although we will discuss this in more detail when we introduce our specific instruments, we can think of the instruments z i as a vector of variables measuring exogenous shifts in the incentives to migrate or return at various stages in the individual's life. We assume that the error vector {ε 1i , ε 2i , ε 3i } in the above system is distributed according to a trivariate normal distribution, and that the earnings and selection errors follow the marginal distribution:
We have assumed that the errors in Equations 2-4 are normally distributed largely out of convenience. With instruments z i related to both migration experience and selection, the model is identified without the assumption of a specific distribution for the errors. In principle we could use semiparametric methods to estimate the parameters of interest in Equation 2. However, we will use the normality assumption in the estimation here to ease the computational burden of estimation. We may be particularly concerned about the assumption of normality for migration experience. As a rough check for the plausibility of this assumption, Figure 1 plots the distribution of total years of U.S. migration experience for the migrants in the sample. The distribution looks similar to the right tail of a normal distribution. However, we take the assumption of normality here simply as an approximation to a more complex stochastic process determining the accumulation of migration experience.
We estimate the parameters of Equations 2-3 using the two-step procedure developed by Heckman (1974) . As Newey and McFadden (1994) demonstrate, a two-step estimator of this kind can be recast as a method of moments estimator. We follow this approach here, with the moment conditions modified to account incorporate instruments not included in the main earnings equation.
3 The vector of instruments z i is assumed to be correlated with the endogenous migration experience variables in the M i vector, but to satisfy the exogeneity conditions E(z i ε 1i ) = 0. We will discuss our choice of extra instruments z i below, but first we outline the moment conditions we use in the estimation.
Let Z s i refer to the full set of exogenous regressors in the model that enter the selection
, and let γ denote the full parameter vector for this equation:
The probability that an individual is observed in Mexico is then given by 
The remaining moment conditions are based on the orthogonality of the exogenous variables and the errors in Equation 2:
represent the full set of regressors and parameters included in the earnings equation, with the Heckman lambda,
the complete set of instruments that are assumed to be exogenous to the error term in the earnings equation. We use the efficient two-step procedure of Hansen (1982) to estimate the parameters [γ β] and calculate standard errors.
Choice of Instruments
We use labor market shocks in the United States during an individual's teenage years as instruments for migration experience. Although we do not specify a behavioral model here, the justification for a relationship between labor market shocks in the U.S. and the accumulation of migration experience is straightforward, and changes in U.S. labor demand have elsewhere been used as exogenous shifts in the incentives to migrate and stay abroad (for example, see Schnabl 2007) . Simple static models often result in the condition that migration will only occur if the expected wage in the foreign country, net of costs, exceeds the expected wage in the home country. Furthermore, these models suggest that the incentive to migrate is monotonically increasing in the net expected wage gap between the two countries. Harris and Todaro (1970) offers the canonical version of such a model. However, even in more complicated dynamic models of migration, including those developed by Thom (2008 ), Bellemare (2007 , and Colussi (2006) , the incentive to migrate in any given period is increasing with the expected wage gap.
We claim that individuals who grow up during periods of better labor market conditions in the U.S. should form more positive expectations about the wage gap between the United
States and Mexico as they update their beliefs about opportunities abroad. Higher expectations about the wage gap between the U.S. and Mexico are in turn expected to increase the migration experience that an individual accumulates. It is well documented that the propensity to migrate peaks during an individual's early twenties. 4 This pattern is also confirmed in our data. Figure 2 displays the histogram of the age at which migrants in our total sample first migrated. Indeed, individuals in our sample appear to be most prone to migrating when they are around 20 years old. Thus, it seems reasonable to assume that information about labor market opportunities in the United States may be most influential in shaping expectations about future conditions in the U.S. during and slightly before these age ranges, as individuals start to make independent labor market and mobility choices.
Using instruments related to U.S. labor market shocks in one's teenage years, our source of identification for the effect of migration experience on earnings becomes the differences in the observed migration and earnings outcomes across different cohorts of Mexican workers.
Consider two individuals, both sharing the same observable characteristics, such as age, education, and work experience. If one of these individuals was born into a cohort that lived through a more positive early sequence shocks in the United States labor market than the other, we would expect this individual to accumulate more lifetime migration experience since he or she lived through a period offering greater incentives to migrate. This is the source of exogenous variation in the incentives to migrate that we try to capture with our instruments.
By adopting this identification strategy, we are assuming that there do not exist inde-4 See Lucas (1997) on this trend among internal migrants in developing countries 13 pendent cohort effects for earnings that might be correlated with the sequence of U.S. labor market shocks that each cohort lived through during its teenage years. We might worry that cohort effects could be very highly correlated with characteristics that vary or grow over time such as Mexican work experience. However, since our data come from multiple survey years, we observe individuals from the same cohort with different levels of these time-varying characteristics.
Another potential problem with our instruments could arise if there exist independent effects of age which are not summarized in our measures of work experience and education.
In our specifications we do not include age because of the resulting problems of collinearity. Even after conditioning on experience and education, age could still be simultaneously correlated with earnings and with the U.S. labor market shocks, potentially invalidating our instruments. We checked for this possibility by including a function of age in the earnings equation resulting in very imprecise estimates of the effect of migration. While this robustness check remained inconclusive, the problem is again somewhat mitigated by the fact that we observe different individuals in multiple survey years. Persons of the same age could have experienced different U.S. labor market shocks depending on the year in which they were surveyed.
To create instruments that measure U. 
Here X i is a vector of individual characteristics including potential experience, the square of potential experience, educational attainment, and dummy variables indicating marriage and inclusion in a non-white racial group. The vector µ t is a series of dummy variables indicating survey years, and Calif i , T exas i , and Illinois i are dummy variables indicating residence in either California, Texas, or Illinois, respectively. The interaction vectors Calif ×µ t , T exas×µ t , and Illinois×µ t are added to pick up yearly shocks unique to California, Texas, and Illinois.
To measure the shocks to the U.S. labor markets, define Calif Shock t = β 3 + (
where d t is a vector that indicates year t. Similarly, define T exasShock t = β 4 + ( β 2 + β 7 )d t and IllinoisShock t = β 5 + ( β 2 + β 8 )d t for Texas and Illinois, respectively. To filter out some of the excess noise in these labor market shocks, we create smoothed shocks Calif Shock t , T exasShock t , and IllinoisShock t for a given year t by taking the average of the basic labor market shocks over the years t − 1, t, and t + 1. Figure 3 graphically summarizes the time-path of these smoothed labor market shocks.
Let t ia refer to the year in which individual i is a years of age. We use the sequences of smoothed state specific labor market shocks estimated above to create a single index of U.S. economic conditions, U SShock t ia , that aggregates the state specific shocks in year t ia .
State shocks are weighted so as to reflect the importance of each state to the flow of Mexican migrants. For example, the weight for California, ω C is found by adding up the total number of person-years in which we observe anyone in our data set living in California, and dividing by the total number of person-years for which we observe someone living in California, Texas, or Illinois. The weights found in this manner are ω C = 0.703 ω T X = 0.152, and ω IL = 0.145.
The U SShock t ia terms formed with these weights are:
We take as our instruments the vector [U SShock t i,15 U SShock it i,17 U SShock it i,19 ]. Our instruments are thus measures of U.S. labor market shocks for the years during which an individual was aged 15, 17, and 19 years. Since the smoothed shocks use information on labor market conditions the year before and year after a particular year t, these shocks thus aggregate information on the entire sequence of labor market shocks that an individual experienced between the ages 14-20. Since the late teens and early twenties are the age ranges in which individuals are most prone to first migrating, our instruments measure U.S. labor market conditions at precisely the time when individuals should start becoming sensitive to such information.
Estimation Results

OLS Specifications
As a first step, we estimate Equation 2 by OLS, both to offer a baseline set of results to which we can compare the selection model estimates, and to further describe the raw patterns in the data. In Table 2 we first present basic OLS results using different measures of migration experience in the M i vector. For all specifications, we report robust standard errors. In the first column, we present results for a basic specification without variables summarizing US migration experience. We find a small but statistically significant return to Mexican labor market experience which declines with the amount of experience, but is about .03% per year at 20 years of experience. We estimate the return to education to be about 5.7% for each additional year of schooling. There is a substantial marriage premium of about 8.1% for the earnings of married men.
In the next column we include a dummy for any migration experience to our basic specification. None of the coefficient estimates from the first specification have changed substantially. The coefficient on the dummy for any migration experience suggests a migration premium of about 1.7%, but this is not statistically significant.
In the third column we consider the number of years the individual has spent working in the United States as our measure of migration experience, rather than the dummy variable.
As before, the inclusion of this regressor does not significantly alter the coefficients on the other covariates. Since US experience is measured in years the results are directly comparable to the returns to education and experience. The coefficient on US experience is 0.022 and statistically significant at the 1% level. These point estimates therefore suggest that the marginal effect of US migration experience on Mexican earnings is more than twice as large as the marginal effect of Mexican experience on Mexican earnings. However, the return to one year of education is still much larger than the return to either US or Mexican experience.
Return to Short Migration
We now consider an alternate set of migration variables in the M i vector consisting of dummy variables indicating different levels of migration experience: no migration, migration of less than one year, 1-2 years, 2-3 years, and more than 3 years of migration experience. We do this to generate a set of results comparable to those of Lacuesta (2006), who argues that the inclusion of such variables as regressors in a wage equation can allow for the separate identification of the direction of selectivity into migration and the presence of skill-upgrading.
Lacuesta argues that skill-upgrading should be a timely process, and thus we can assume that individuals who return after very short stints abroad, perhaps less than a year, have not had time to acquire the same level of skills as someone staying abroad for two or three years. Thus, if we include a set of dummy variables capturing the effects described above, we can detect skill-upgrading if the coefficients on the dummy variables for successively higher levels of experience get larger and larger. On the other hand, if we observe that individuals with migration experience levels of less than a year are reaping the same migration premium as indiviudals who have stayed for several years, then this could be interpreted as evidence that migrants are positively selected, accounting for the higher Mexican earnings of migrants, and higher levels of migration experience do not seem to add to Mexican earnings through some skill-upgrading channel. Indeed, Lacuesta does not find a significant wage premium for indiviudals in experience categories beyond the "less than one year" category, and he concludes that such a result suggests the absence of skill-upgrading.
In columns 4 and 5 of Table 2 we replicate Lacuesta's approach using our data. Our results reveal that migrant workers spending only a short time in the United States do not experience an earnings premium. Indeed, there appears to be a small penalty. There is only a statistically significant wage premium for individuals staying longer than 3 years. In the second column, we include the linear term in US migration experience and the dummy for less than one year of experience. Again, in this specification, individuals staying less than one year do not experience an earnings premium, and we find almost the same return to migration experience (2.1%) as in the basic OLS specification using the entire sample. This is consistent with the idea that skill-upgrading is largely responsible for the positive association between US migration experience and earnings in Mexico. We explain the differences between our results and those found in Lacuesta (2006) U SShock it 19 . In the first column of Table 3 , we report results for the wage equation. We estimate the return to US experience to be large and statistically significant. A one year increase in US migration experience is estimated to increase monthly labor income by about 9.9%. Neither the coefficient on M exExp nor the coefficient on the square of this variable are found to be statistically significant. However, as before, we find a positive and significant return to education of about 6.1% per year, but now we find a lower marriage premium of about 5.0%. The coefficient on the λ selection term is negative (-0.328) but statistically insignificant. The negative coefficient on λ would suggest that selection into the sample is negatively correlated with earnings. We also fail to reject the null hypothesis in Hansen's J test for the overidentifying restrictions, offering some limited support for the exogeneity of our instruments.
Results from the Selection Model
To assess the strength of the instruments in explaining migration experience when the selection term is included as a regressor in our various specifications, the second column presents the equation for US migration years. The instruments perform well even with the inclusion of the selection term, although the estimated coefficient on the U SShock it 17 is negative for this specification. The F-statistic for the instruments is 47.95, and we do not have a weak instruments 5 problem even after including the Heckman lambda which is also a function of the instruments. In the third column, we also present estimation results for the selection equation. The instruments have the expected sign. After experiencing positive US labor market shocks in the youth, individuals are less likely to be in Mexico at the time of the survey.
Our results do not suggest that sample selection is driving the positive relationship between US migration experience and earnings in Mexico. After correcting for the endogeneity of US migration experience, we find a much larger return to migration experience than the one found in the OLS specifications. This is consistent with the notion that individuals with lower levels of unobservable skill or ability may be the ones accumulating more migration experience in our sample, thus biasing the estimated effect of migration experience downwards in OLS regressions. Notice that we reach the same conclusion from the results in table 2 when we replicate the regressions from Lacuesta (2006) .
Robustness Check
One possible problem with the specifications considered here is that they pool together data on individuals observed over the long interval 1987-2007. We may be worried that the model's 5 See Stock et al. (2002) for a survey of the literature on weak instruments.
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true coefficients may have changed over time. As a robustness check and as a way to explore possible changes in the return to U.S. experience, we split the sample into two groups: those interviewed during 1987-1996, and those interviewed during 1997-2007 . Table 4 reports the results when the full selection model is estimated separately for each group, with total years of migration experience being the endogenous regressor. We estimated a return to total U.S. migration experience of 11.7% and 9.1% for the two samples, respectively. It is reassuring that we get rather similar estimates using the two different samples. However, using the 1997-2007 sample, we are able to reject the null hypothesis of Hansen's J test, which raises concerns about the possibility that the instruments may be correlated with the earnings error term.
Explaining the Return to Migration
The results of the previous section suggest that time spent in the United States is rewarded in the Mexican labor market, and that the rate of return to one year in the United States may be substantially higher than the return to one year spent in the Mexican labor market. But what is driving this result? Our main hypothesis has been that individuals learn skills in the United States that are transferable to the Mexican labor market and that the high return to migration experience reflects the relative scarcity of these skills compared to skills acquired while working in Mexico. However, the extent of skill-upgrading could depend on factors such as the legal status of a migrant. For example, if undocumented workers are relegated to sectors of the economy offering fewer opportunities for learning, one would expect to observe lower returns to undocumented experience.
We also consider two possible mechanisms outside of skill-upgrading that might account for a positive return to migration experience: occupational change and entrepreneurial activ-ity. Migrants in the United States may be exposed to occupations in the United States that differ from their pre-migration occupations in Mexico. Such experience may cause return migrants to move into these new occupations in Mexico. If these new occupations are associated with higher earnings in Mexico, then this mechanism could explain the high return to U.S. experience found in the data. It could also be the case that migration allows individuals to overcome credit constraints and raise the capital necessary to start their own business.
If this is common, then the increase in earnings following migration could reflect the higher wages that follow business ownership, rather than any skill-upgrading taking place in the United States.
The MMP data do allow us to track legal status during migration, occupation and business ownership over the course of an individual's life. In theory, the competing channels through which migration influences Mexican s could be de-tangled by augmenting the earnings equation in our selection model to include legal status, occupation and business ownership. However, since legal status, occupation and business ownership are all the result of economic decisions and are thus endogenous, one could not properly insert these variables in the selection model without a large set of additional instruments. Lacking instruments for all endogenous regressors, we examine some rough features of the data in this section to explore the plausibility of each of these explanations for the positive influence of migration experience on earnings.
The first column Table 8 reports the results for an OLS regression of labor income when years of documented experience and undocumented experience enter as separate regressors.
We find a higher return (3.3%) for documented experience than for experience as undocumented worker (1.6%). However, we only marginally reject the null hypothesis of equal coefficients. The relatively small number of legal migrants in the sample likely contribute to this imprecision. Overall, it seems that both documented and undocumented work ex-perience are associated with very high premiums which are much larger than the premium associated with Mexican labor market experiences.
To investigate whether the return to migration experience might reflect a change in occupational choice after return migration, we divide occupation into 7 categories: Agriculture, Manufacturing -Supervisors, Manufacturing-Skilled, Manufacturing-Operators, ManufacturingUnskilled, Service Sector, and Other. Table 5 reports the fractions of the sample working in these various occupations during the survey year. Relative to non-migrants, return migrants are more likely to work in agriculture, a sector with relatively low wages. If more labor market experience in the US helps migrants to move to better paying sectors of the economy this factor could explain the earnings premium we have uncovered. To explore whether or not migration alters the distribution of occupations for return migrants, Tables 6-7 report the distribution of current occupations conditional on an individual's first occupation in Mexico, both for return migrants and non-migrants. 6 For example, the row labeled "Agriculture"
in Table 6 considers return migrants who first worked in Agriculture in Mexico, and the columns of that row give the percentages of these workers engaged in various occupations at the time of the survey. So 52.74% of migrants whose first Mexican occupation was in agriculture are still working in that sector, while 14.01% are now working in skilled manufacturing jobs. We compare these transition rates for migrants with those of non-migrants in Table 7 . We find that the transition rates for migrants and non-migrants look quite similar. One striking difference is that migrants are more likely than non-migrants to change their occupational category from Other to either Skilled Manufacturing or Agriculture. Also, migrants who start out as Skilled or Unskilled Manufacturing workers appear more likely than non-migrants to transition into Agriculture. Since agricultural workers tend to receive lower wages, this does not seem to offer an explanation for the return to U.S. migration 6 In most cases, individuals start working in Mexico before their first trip to the United States.
experience. However, it could be the case that migration allows return migrants to purchase agricultural land and thus become farm owners as opposed to hired agricultural labor. Overall, the data do not appear to support the notion that the return to migration is explained by occupational transitions.
It could be the case that return migrants use their savings from the US to start a business Dustmann and Kirchkamp (2002) . If the reported labor income of these return-migrants includes business income, then the higher return to US experience would reflect the influence of migration on rates of entrepreneurship. In Table 5 , we find some supportive evidence for the notion that migrants become entrepreneurs after returning from their migration trips from the US. Whereas before migration only 6.7% of return migrants own their businesses, around 31% of return migrants are business owners at the time of survey compared to 25.7%
business ownership rates in the full Mexican sample. This surely reflects the effect of age, but we cannot exclude the possibility that migration experience increases business ownership rates.
In the second column of Table 8 we present the results for labor income regressions that include migration experience, business ownership dummies, and occupational status dummies as regressors. While we do find substantial premia to working in certain sectors or owning a business, the coefficient on U.S. migration experience virtually identical to the coefficient estimated in column 5 of Table 2 . Thus, it seems unlikely that US migration experience raises earnings by helping migrants to move to better occupations or start a business.
Finally, to further test for the plausibility of the skill-upgrading hypothesis, we define a new variable "Relevant US Experience," which measures the number of years that an individual has worked in an occupation in the US that matches their current occupation in Mexico. We may be concerned if job experiences in the U.S. change one's occupational choice in Mexico, but we have found earlier that these transitions do not seem to be much larger for migrants compared to non-migrants. Thus, the return to Relevant Experience could better measure the extent of skill upgrading within a given occupation. In Table 8 we include this variable in the OLS regressions (columns 3 and 4) and find that the coefficient on Relevant US Experience is twice as large as the OLS coefficient on any US experience and statistically significant. If we include both a total measure of US migration experience and Relevant
Experience the coefficient on Relevant Experience is found to be statistically significant, and more than four times as large as the coefficient on total US migration experience (columns 3 and 4). Thus, a promising explanation for our findings may be that migrants experience higher earnings due to occupation-specific skills that they learn while working in the United
States.
Conclusion
In this essay we investigate whether migrants upgrade their skills during their stay abroad, and whether there are differences between documented and undocumented workers. We find that the level of an individual's U.S. migration experience is positively related to that individual's earnings upon returning to Mexico, and that the return to a year of migration experience is substantially larger than the return to a year of Mexican labor market experience. We obtain our results by estimating a sample selection model that accommodates endogenous regressors, and we use variables related to shocks to labor markets in the United States as instruments for accumulated migration experience. Overall, our findings support the skill-upgrading hypothesis, and do not suggest that migration increases earnings by increasing entrepreneurship or occupational mobility. 
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